Reasons for the rapid appearance and growth of SWFs is contributed by increase in oil prices and the accumulation of large balance-of-payments surpluses. Purpose of the article is to investigate size of observed Sovereign Wealth Funds in 2013. Moreover, to describe what explain differences in the size of SWFs, on the other hand what determines the amount of foreign exchange reserves. Is the size of observed funds closely related to rate of growth of the countries? Is return of observed funds is closely related to fund value bn USD, GDP growth (annual %) and inflation rate of the country? Methodology/methods deployed in this paper has been done illustrations by using available data from official websites of funds, Sovereign Wealth Fund Institute, International Monetary Fund, CIA The World Factbook and author´s calculations due the fact that most of funds do not provide data to the public. In addition to this, we present the estimations by using regression analysis, transferring observed data using the least squares method, The two-sample t-test for mean value, ANOVA, TINV. Scientific aim is to examine whether AUM of SWFs, moreover the size of 14 observed funds is closely related to rate of growth of the countries at 90 percent of probability. Second, if return of 14 observed funds is closely related to fund value bn USD, GDP growth (annual %) and inflation rate of the country at 95 percent of probability. Third, if there are significant differences between return in 2010 and 2013. Findings indicates that paper came to the conclusion that the return of 14 observed funds is closely related to fund value bn USD, GDP growth (annual %) and inflation rate of the country at 95 percent of probability. Furthermore, there are significant differences between return in 2010 and 2013. Conclusions (limits, implications etc) pointed out that the influence of SWFs has become undeniable, with total assets topping 6,585tn USD in June 2014, these investors have reached a size comparable to that of the entire alternative assets industry.
Introduction
Sovereign Wealth Funds (SWFs) are controlled by a government or government linked entity similar in stature to an independent central bank, relationship between the government and SWF varies from country to country, that represents ownership. Second, a SWF´s seek returns above the risk free rate of return. Id est, they exist to invest capital seeking a return in excess of the risk free rate of return, rather than purchasing a basket of currencies or risk free assets such as government securities, that represents purpose and style of investment. Third, every single SWF depend by funding, mainly from exchange reserves or export revenues. On the one hand, source of funding is connected with size of SWF´s, trend of reserve surplus and on the other hand investment direction as funding stability and sustainability determine long-term investment, it means whether the SWF will be use active investment, in sum source of funding.
The question is: From where SWF´s derive their capital? First, their capital is based on natural resource earnings, include intended exporting countries, such as Norway, Abu Dhabi, Kuwajt, Russia, Qatar, Libya, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Oman. Second, they are among the nations that channel funds from commodity royalties into SWF's. Third, countries such as Australia, Malaysia, France, Ireland built theirs from continued fiscal surpluses. Fourth, trough the transfer of assets from foreign exchange reserves finance their SWF´s countries like Singapore, China, Republic of Korea.
Exempli gratia, SWF's work with investment banks, hedge funds, private equity firms, and internal staff to seek out higher yielding investment opportunities. Countries with high levels of reserves of foreign exchange and gold include countries such as People's Republic of China 3.821tn USD, Japan 1.268tn USD, Russia 515.6bn USD, Saudi Arabia 739.5bn USD, Republic of China (Taiwan) 414.5bn USD, Brazil 378.3bn USD, India 295bn USD, South Korea 341.8bn USD, Switzerland 536.3bn USD, Hong Kong 311.2bn USD in 2013 according to the data from International Monetary Fund, are no longer content to accept money market returns offered from large international banks, but seek to increase their returns. The main research objective is to describe what explain differences in the size of SWFs? What determines the amount of foreign exchange reserves? Is the size of observed funds closely related to rate of growth of the countries? Is return of observed funds is closely related to fund value bn USD, GDP growth (annual %) and inflation rate of the country?
Data and Methodology
This paper explores the size of observed SWFs. We present what determine growth of SWF´s, what are the implications if a country has large reserves of foreign currency. We examine whether AUM of SWFs, moreover the size of observed funds is closely related to rate of growth of the countries at 90 percent of probability, and if return of observed funds is closely related to fund value bn USD, GDP growth (annual %) and inflation rate of the country at 95 percent of probability. This has been done by illustrations by using available data from official websites of funds, Sovereign Wealth Fund Institute, International Monetary Fund, CIA The World Factbook and author´s calculations due the fact that most of funds do not provide data to the public. In addition to this, we present the estimations by using regression analysis, transferring observed data using the least squares method, The two-sample t-test for mean value, ANOVA, TINV.
Literature Review
There are many different definitions of a SWF. On the one hand, the EU Commission (2008) describes SWFs as state owned investment vehicles, which manage a diversified portfolio of domestic and international financial assets. On the other hand, SWF´s are mainly created when countries have surplus revenues, reserves and their governments feel it would be advantageous to manage these assets with a view to future liquidity requirements and as a way of stabilising irregular revenue streams argued by Gugler, P.; Chaisse, J. (2009) . Alter, technical definition of SWF´s is that, they are government-owned and controlled (directly or indirectly), have no outside beneficiaries or liabilities and that invest their assets, either in the short or long term, according to the interests and objectives of the sovereign sponsor argued Monk (2009) .
It is important to mention a number of studies on the subject of SWFs since 2007. In particular, Jones, S. G. -Ocampo, J. A., (2008) presented in details the evolution of foreign exchange assets in different parts of the developing world, optimal reserves, developed a broader framework for the analysis of the motives for the accumulation of foreign exchange assets. Matoo, A. -Subramanian, A. (2008) described imbalances between undervalued exchange rates and SWFs. They proposed new rules in the WTO to discipline cases of significant undervaluation that are clearly attributable to government action. 
Size of SWFs

Self-insurance in relationship the accumulation of reserves
It is argued that, a significant factor which determine growth of SWF´s is amount of foreign exchange reserves. In other words, accumulation of FX Reserves is significant balance of payment deficit run by Western Countries (not only the US but also Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, Spain, Greece and Portugal). Anyway, the exchange rate management policies can be adopted by some Asian countries (firstly China) in order to preserve their exports'competitiveness, all compounded with integration and liberalisation of international flow of capital presented by Mezzacapo (2009).
Nevertheless, real effective exchange rates in surplus economies like China, Korea, continue to build up their foreign reserves. In this case, when these economies has a stronger exchange rate, combined with structural reforms would raise domestic purchasing power and contain inflation pressure. So the fact is that, if prices of commodities will be rise, governments in commodityexporting countries will be continue accruing foreign assets, even part of these assets is devoted to cover domestic investment needs or purchase back part of their outstanding debt. For example, Singapore´s Government Investment Corporation was set up in 1981 to manage the country´s foreign exchange reserves.
Viewed in this light, for countries is important reason for obtaining sovereign credit rating. First, to attracts foreign direct investment, it means to give investors confidence in investing in bonds issued in currencies other than traditional global currencies and second countries trying to improve their credit standings may opt for more conservative fiscal policies, like cut spending, sell assets, obtain foreign currency. So supply of international capital may be restricted for low-rated countries. Third, affects ability to borrow money through financial institutions such as banks.
Xie, Ping -Chao, Chen (2009) pointed what are the implications if a country has large reserves of foreign currency. In the 1998 Southeast Asia financial crisis, for example, Hong Kong protected itself from the attacks of global financial speculators with sufficient reserves and maintained the stability of the Hong Kong dollar. Nevertheless, the countries still face the dilemma between the stable currency and the imbalance of payments. Moreover, the reserve holder increases reserves (such as China) while the currency issuer keeps running a bigger deficit (like USA), which in turn leads to the depreciation of the currency and loss of wealth for the holder. As a result, if the more reserves one holds, the bigger depreciation risk you assume. In sum, the surge in forex reserve may also result in excess liquidity and asset bubble in the reserve holder.
In other point of view of Jones, S. G. -Ocampo, J. A. (2008) desribed that as a result of "second Bretton Woods" is that Asian countries want to maintain on the one hand export competitiveness, on the other hand the context of an export-led growth model has led them to run massive current account surpluses. By the way, the main counterpart is the US deficit. In short, the economic benefits of stable and weak exchange rates exceed, typically for the Asian countries, the costs of reserve accumulation will be increased. Nevertheless, accumulation of dollar reserves by central banks allows the United States to rely on domestic demand to drive its economic growth. So first motive for accumulation of foreign exchange reserves is competitiveness, as well as the absence of appropriate coordination mechanisms for exchange rate policies in export-led economies, and second is self-insurance. It means that the spread of financial globalization to developing countries, and the growth of banking systems and financial markets, explain much of the increase in foreign exchange reserves of these countries.
Graph 1 highlights some emerging countries, such as China, lead export Asian economy, chine´s foreign reserves increased by 19.36 percent from 2011 to 3,821tn USD in 2013. Second Russia accumulated 515,6bn USD and third Saudi Arabia, oil-producing countries, accumulated 739,5bn USD, that is an increase by 52.78 percent from 2011. It is expected that the process of transferring these accumulated reserves to its SWFs will result in continued growth in the total size of SWF assets. However, China and Singapore, accumulated reserves as a result of current account surpluses. In this context, the accumulation of official external assets, several of which are SWF´s, tends to underestimate the importance of capital inflows as a source of reserve accumulation, as the accumulation of such official assets abroad is accounted for as a negative contribution to the capital account. This is the case of Venezuela, Chile, in Latin America. Matoo, A. and Subramanian, A. described (2008) that China and other East Asian countries have responded to current account surpluses and capital inflows with reserve accumulation by the central bank rather than allowing these surpluses both to be self corrected and lodged in private hands through currency appreciation.
As a result, China has accumulated 3,821bn USD of foreign exchange reserves. Nevertheless, countries have set up SWFs to manage these reserves. The question is: How we can explain that China has massive foreign reserves? Basically China maintain the same exchange rate, on the one hand increase demand, on the other hand the central bank issue more of the domestic currency and purchase the foreign currency. A result of that is will be an increase the sum of foreign reserves. Otherwise, if the value of the currency is being down (weak of currency), the domestic money supply is increasing (because money are being printed) that resulted into inflation (spiking of food prices). Anyway, China holds huge U.S. dollar-denominated assets, but the U.S. dollar has been weakening on the exchange markets, and resulting in a relative loss of wealth. Viewed in this light, in case fluctuations in exchange rates, defense before inflation so a central banks must continually increase the amount of its reserves to maintain the same exchange rates.
Hypotheses
Based on data analyzed for the paper, we developed hypothesis and preliminary results are demonstrated in this section. Presented calculations are the best author´s estimation. We start by examining the following hypothesis.
Testing Hypothesis I.
At this point we want to examine whether AUM of SWFs, moreover the size of observed funds is closely related to rate of growth of the countries, and if return of observed funds is closely related to fund value bn USD, GDP growth (annual %) and inflation rate of the country. We use regression analysis, transferring observed data using the least squares method. First, let´s analyze the impact of GDP growth rate at 90 percent of probability on the size of the funds. Second, we examine the values of three independent variables on the value of the dependent variable values: Influence of fund value bn USD, GDP growth (annual %), inflation rate on the return of observed funds at 95 percent of probability.
We 
Graph 2 Linear regression
Source: Author´s estimation.
By using method of least squares in graph 2 and regression statistics ANOVA below, we found regression function, y = 23.868x + 122.75. The results coming out from Graph 2 above and Table 2-4 below show that the correlation coefficient is 0.239 (Multiple R) and is low. The coefficient of determination R 2 = 0.057 means that 5.7 percent of changes of fund value are attributed changes of growth rate, on the other hand value 94.3 percent is not attributed from changes of growth rate. In short, the independent variable growth rate does not correlate high with fund value, in other words their assets under management. Mean error indicates that the average prediction error in fund value is 2.607. The significance F value is 0.411 what represents that 0,411>0.05; moreover model is not statisticaly significant. P value of variable 1: is 0.411>0.05; therefore these output is statistically insignificant. At this point, we want to examine impact of independent variables: X 1 = Fund value bn USD; X 2 =GDP growth (annual %) and X 3 =Inflation rate on the on dependent variable: return of observed funds at 95 percent of probability. In this context, we also use regression statistics what is presented in following Tables 5-8 below. According to the results coming out from regression statistics and analysis of variance ANOVA above, the correlation coefficient increased from 0.238 to 0.394. Coefficient of determination increased as well from value of 0.056 to 0.155. In this regard, 5,6 percent of changes in value of funds may be caused by changing growth rate. On the other hand, 15,5 percent of changes in return of observed funds may be caused by changing in fund value bn USD, GDP growth and inflation rate. Coeficient of fund value is 2.86141E-06, that means positive impact on return of funds. On the other hand, coeficient of GDP growth is -0.584 and coeficient of inflation is -0.290. In short, we may say that coeficients of growth rate and inflation has negative impact on return of observed funds.
Value of error mean dropped to 6.360, the significance of F is 0.622; that represents 0.622>0.05 what is not statisticaly significant. If we look at P value, we see P value of variable 1: 0.99968653>0.05; variable 2: 0.441055167>0.05; and variable 3: 0.236215296>0.05; ergo these outputs are statistically insignificant, so it is necessary to change variables.
Regression function is now: y= 13,647+0.00000286141x 1 -0.584x 2 -0.290x 3. If we want to calculate the return of the fund, for example that has value of 326,7 bn USD, growth rate at 2,9 percent and inflation at 3.7 percent; we get after substituting into the regression function; y= 13.647+0,00000286141*326.7-0.584*2.9-0.290*3.7=10.881% of return in case of Hong Kong sovereign wealth fund.
At this point, we examine that the assumption of mean value of random residuals will be zero, according to the results from Residual outputs that were mentioned earlier. We formulate hypothesis as follows:
H 1 :
We use formula above. As a result coming out from these formula we can say that average residuals is low, the mean value is close to zero, so we accept null hypothesis.
3.2
Testing Hypothesis II. In this section we observe returns of 9 SWFs that include USA -Alaska Permanent Fund Corporation; Norway -The Government Pension Fund Global; Singapore -Temasek; Ireland, National Pensions Reserve Fund; Australia Future Fund; New Zealand Superannuation Fund; China Investment Corporation; Government of Singapore Investment Corporation; Korea Investment Corporation. Details are provided below. We start by formulating hypothesis as follows:
Increase of SWFs return in 2013 is due the fact that, that funds did not implement different asset allocation after 2010. (NO changes in portfolio) H 1 :
Increase of SWFs return in 2013 is due the fact, that funds implemented different asset allocation after 2010. (changes in portfolio)
We examine if an increase of returns of observed funds is statistically significant and whether that could be as a result to the effects of changes in asset portfolios after 2010, moreover after crisis. We create new variable d-observed difference, the difference returns current year of 2013 and after the crisis, year of 2010 are described in Table 10 . 
If we assume that the mean of values of X 1 and X 2 sets are equal, then the value will be
We use method The 'Student' t-test distribution with (N−1) degrees of freedom, mean test of correlation with a known constant.
(2) . Results coming out from t-test depicted in Table 11 show: 2.982110778 > 1.894578604 → t > t c.
We accept an alternative hypothesis, that means this method showed an increase, what is a statistically significant. In sum, an increase of SWFs return in 2013 could be caused through changes in portfolios, in financial markets due to the fact of implementing different asset allocation after 2010. Because the differences are not random.
Conclusion
We observed 14 funds, we examined if size of funds is closely related to rate of growth of the countries. Moreover, we analyzed the impact of GDP growth rate at 90 percent of probability on the size of the funds. We found regression function, y = 23.868x + 122.75. The results coming out show that the correlation coefficient is 0.239 (Multiple R) and is low. The coefficient of determination R 2 = 0.057 means that 5.7 percent of changes of fund value are attributed changes of growth rate, on the other hand value 94.3 percent is not attributed from changes of growth rate. In short, the independent variable growth rate does not correlate high with fund value, in other words their assets under management. The significance F value is 0,411 what represents that 0.411>0.05; moreover model is not statisticaly significant. P value of variable 1: is 0.411>0.05; therefore these output is statistically insignificant.
Second, we examine if return of 14 observed funds is closely related to fund value bn USD, GDP growth (annual %) and inflation rate of the country at 95 percent of probability. In this context, the results coming out from regression statistics and analysis of variance ANOVA showed the correlation coefficient increased from 0.238 to 0.394. Coefficient of determination increased as well 
